3. Fowler 1932, pp. 99-101; Wiseman 1978, p. 127; Dixon 2000, pp. 61-62. 4. See Tartaron et al. 2006 The bay of Lychnari is one of the best natural inlets on the jagged coast of the eastern Corinthia ( Fig. 4 ; cf. Fig. 2 ). While no evidence for ancient harbor works has been found there, its sheltered aspect and flat beach would have been well suited for ancient ships.7 The peninsula known as Vayia shields the small bay from the east, and the rocky hilltop of Lychnari protects the bay below from the western wind. Lychnari Bay opens inland onto a broad valley bounded to the north and east by the coastal ridge and to the south by the abrupt mountains of the southeastern Corinthian interior. The valley bottom (Fig. 5 ) provides relatively easy passage from the vicinity of Lychnari Bay through the nearby village of Katakali northwestward to the low hills south of Oneion, the villages of Kato Almyri, Loutro Elenis, and Galataki, and the ancient settlement of Solygeia (Fig. 1) . Continuing north and passing to the east of the low hill of Stanotopi, the countryside opens onto the Isthmus of Corinth and the harbor town of Kenchreai.
Immediately to the east of Lychnari Bay, a small, pebbly beach sits at the mouth of the Vayia River, a seasonal torrent that cuts deeply through the coastal ridge as it descends from the mountains of the central Corinthia ( Fig. 6 ; cf. Fig. 2 ). Walking inland from this beach, it is easy to reach Lychnari Bay by following a corridor south of Ano Vayia.8 Turning to the east (Fig. 6) , an ascent up the steep but not unmanageable bank of the Vayia River affords access to a high pass (Fig. 7) This route to the southeast from Lychnari Bay is suggested by more than the topography alone: there are stretches of a narrow built pa ascending the eastern side of the Vayia River valley toward a high valley immediately to the south of the hill of Kaki Rachi (see Fig. 7 ). Tod this high valley is thoroughly terraced, and olive trees continue to be cu tivated. A cinderblock field house shares the valley with two abandon long houses in the advanced stages of collapse. Proceeding east throu the pass, the path continues along its northern side where it cuts into t (Fig. 8) . The most imposing feature of the rectan plex is its western wall (Fig. 9) , which is over a meter wide and two faces with a rough cobble core. The wall is preserved in thr and stands to a height of 1.20 m. The largest stones in this face meter in length and show signs of having been worked to fit sn their neighbors; the inner face of the wall is largely obscured by t of the building, but it was apparently built of smaller stones. In se along the course of the wall, it is clear that the builders cut bac to form a solid base for the building and, in some cases, even in bedrock outcrops into the lower courses of the walls themselves.
This style of rough polygonal construction is common to rur tures in the Corinthia. We find similar masonry at Kephalar the site of Are Bartze, the towers at the Hill of the Windmi the substantial walls at the site of Ayia Paraskevi.12 We can cont type of wall construction with the technique used at the square tower on the eastern end of the Oneion ridge, where squared arranged in more or less regular courses.13 The rough quarry-f of Stanotopi have more in common with the careful ashlar const used in towers in Attica, the Megarid, and the Aegean islands resent a more refined technique than that seen at Ano Vayia.14 At the western wall's midway point, there is a break of sligh 2.0 m where the bedrock was clearly trimmed back to create an to an east-west corridor between the northern and southern par 10. In recent times, resin collectors used this path, and many of the pine trees show scars from this activity. The remains of a roughly built stone basin for collecting resin indicate that this path was used in the early 20th century, if not before.
11 . Peppas 1990, pp. 239-241; 1993, p (Fig. 11) . The goal of this survey was to sample material from the hill, to determine the extent of the site, and to produce a data set comparable with that collected from the main EKAS transect on the Isthmus. The last goal required that we conduct our survey of the hill using basically the same technique that EKAS employed elsewhere in the survey area. As we have analyzed many of the advantages and limitations of this method elsewhere,17 we will include here only a summary of the methods employed and focus instead on the results of this survey.
The most significant obstacle to conducting survey around the site was the dense vegetation covering the entire hill. Pine trees with low branches, Tartaron et al. 2006, pp. 457-465; Caraher, Nakassis, and Pettegrew 2006, pp. 11-13; Pettegrew 2007, p. 752. in particular, made it impractical, if not impossible, to survey the entire hillside, so we decided to focus our efforts on three transects descending the slopes to the north, west, and south sides of the hill; the eastern slope was too steep to survey. Consistent with our procedure elsewhere, the survey on To make our sample a bit more robust than the typical EKAS survey transect, we surveyed units that were slightly smaller (1,300 m2) than the typical EKAS unit (median size: 2,100 m2). Smaller units also suited the geological and topographical complexity of the environment. We should note that we did not systematically survey the buildings on the site, but instead collected grab samples of diagnostic artifacts visible amid the tumble without disturbing the basic arrangement of the fallen stones.
It is perhaps unsurprising that the densest concentration of material occurred around the architecture at the top of the hill and that artifact densities declined dramatically further down the slope. The units immediately adjacent to the collapsed buildings showed artifact densities of nearly 2,000 artifacts per hectare; this number is comparable to the generally high artifact density documented by EKAS across the busy Corinthian Isthmus.19 Relatively poor surface visibility and hillslope erosion may partly account for the declining artifact densities on the slopes, but there was no evidence for ancient or modern construction on the slopes aside from several modern terraces. Despite the difficulties encountered in this environment and the relatively coarse resolution of our survey, it is clear that the material in the immediate vicinity of the collapsed buildings represents a distinct and localized phenomenon in the landscape.
Artifacts and Distributional Data
Systematic survey of units around Ano Vayia using the chronotype system produced a total assemblage of 90 artifacts, which consisted largely of pottery and tile (96%); three obsidian bladelets and a piece of medieval-modern glass were the only nonceramic artifacts noted in the survey. Approximately 75.6% (n = 68) of the artifacts date specifically to the Classical-Hellenistic period; these artifacts consist mainly of fragments of coarse utilitarian vessels, storage jars, and pithoi ( Fig. 12 ; see also Figs. 13, 14, below) . ClassicalHellenistic coarse and medium-coarse pottery accounts for 31.1% of the total survey assemblage (n = 28: 2 rims, 5 handles, 21 body sherds); some of these sherds belong to amphoras such as Corinthian A and B. Pithos fragments (n = 26) constitute 28.9% of the total artifact count and 38.2% of Classical-Hellenistic artifacts.
Other ceramic classes of Classical-Hellenistic date are present in small numbers: kitchenware (n = 6) and roof tiles (n = 6) each make up 6.7% of the total artifact count and 8.8% of the Classical-Hellenistic material, while two sherds (2.9% of Classical-Hellenistic) were identified as semifine tableware. Overall, the Classical-Hellenistic assemblage is predominantly coarse material that originated from storage vessels and various utilitarian shapes, with small quantities of kitchenware, tiles, and fine ware.
Besides Classical-Hellenistic pottery, the survey also recorded a small percentage (4.4%) of sherds dating to either the Archaic-Classical or the broader Archaic-Hellenistic period,20 which represent either an earlier phase at the site or, more probably, were left by the same inhabitants who deposited the Classical-Hellenistic sherds discussed above.21 In addition, although it is impossible to know with certainty, several pieces (n = 7) of medium-coarse ware may also derive from the same occupational phase; the material is clearly ancient, but otherwise undiagnostic. The survey units also produced a small number (n = 6) of medieval and modern artifacts that accounted for 6.7% of all artifacts analyzed from the systematic survey.
19. See Caraher, Nakassis, and blage: a large number of pithos sherds (32.5%, n = 13) and medium-coarse sherds (22.5%, n = 9), and very small amounts of kitchenware (5.0%, n = 2); no tablewares in fine or semifine fabrics were collected in the grab sample.
The grab samples confirm the picture of an overall assemblage consisting mainly of storage or utility wares such as pithoi and transport amphoras.
The major difference between the Classical-Hellenistic assemblages produced by the systematic chronotype collection and the grab sample collection is that roof tiles constitute the most frequent artifact class (40%, with the building. While 18 tile fragments are not very many for a building of this size, their presence at least demonstrates that the structure was roofed. The dearth of roof tiles in and around the structure reflects either the stripping of tiles from the building during or after abandonment,23 or that they still lie buried beneath the rubble debris. The appearance of Laconian and Corinthian tiles together suggests that there might have been multiple phases of construction or that the building was erected less in accordance with aesthetics and more in line with practical concerns.
Interpretation of Artifacts and Architecture
The relatively informal construction style of the structures on Ano Vayia suggests that these buildings represented a less substantial investment in the landscape than one might expect for a place of long-term occupation in use for a generation or more. The assemblage collected from the structure at Ano Vayia, as well as from the surrounding survey units, complements this interpretation in several ways. First, the ceramic material dates primarily to a single period (Classical-Hellenistic), and the relatively few pieces of Archaic-Hellenistic pottery can probably be associated with the same episode of occupation. Evidence for later use of the site in the Late Roman, Early Medieval, Late Medieval, and Early Modern eras is scant and suggests occasional visits to the area, not episodes of refurbishment and reoccupation. In sum, the architecture at Ano Vayia represents a single period of occupation sometime in the Classical-Hellenistic era that left a discrete concentration of material in the coastal landscape.
Second, the artifact assemblage associated with the building is primarily utilitarian in nature. The predominance of fragments of pithoi and amphoras suggests that storage was a priority at the site, perhaps in order to compensate for the apparent lack of cisterns at the top of the hill. The presence of cooking wares and a small hopper mill fragment indicates activities related to food preparation. Fine wares are few, represented only in the survey sample by two body sherds of semifine fabric. The picture we have from ceramic artifacts, then, is one of low-intensity occupation that left comparatively homogeneous debris in the landscape.
The ceramic artifacts suggest that Ano Vayia was a habitation site along the Corinthian coast, but that the occupation was neither intensive nor of long duration. Ano Vayia did not produce the kind of basic ceramic assemblage that has come to be associated with rural farmsteads in the The items included in the catalogue are intended to represent the overall assemblage in terms of chronology and range of types using the available data. The catalogue is based on a small sample of artifacts brought back to the Isthmia Excavation House. Many other artifacts that were analyzed according to chronotype procedures (see above) were left in the field, and for these we retained the date and identification assigned at the time of the original analysis; they were not part of this restudy.
As noted above, the assemblage is marked by the presence of a large pithos (with four nonjoining pieces) and several amphoras. The pithos (4) rim profile and fabric have tentatively been identified as dating to the Hellenistic period. A predominance of Corinthian B amphora sherds and handles supports a date from the 5th to 3rd century b.c. Additional chronological indicators are the numerous roof tiles, which are the typical ClassicalHellenistic type (6), and the fragment of an andésite hopper mill slab (8).
Hopper mills are most common in the 4th-3rd century b.c. in the Corinthia and Argolid, which suggests a Hellenistic date for this piece.31 In the virtual absence of fine ware, it is difficult to date this material more precisely than to within a couple of centuries.
Note that all catalogue measurements are in meters. Coarse reddish yellow (7.5YR 7/6) clay with a dark gray core. Rare me to very large angular gray and brown inclusions and rare very large voids.
Cf. example in Koehler 1978, pl. 14 Unfortunately, the preserved walls have a maximum height of only 1.5 m (Fig. 17) , so little can be said regarding the original elevation of the tower. Youngs informal estimate of heights for these towers, however, suggests that their height could be 2-2.5 times their diameter.32 If this is even a rough indicator, the tower may have stood to over 15 m in height.
Some indication of the original height of the tower might come from the low mound of material assembled around the base of the nearby geodetic marker. The marker stands ca. 2 m high on an artificial mound of earth and large stones. Among these stones are numerous blocks of pink and gray conglomerate. It seems probable that these stones were piled around the artificial mound for the geodetic marker both to prevent erosion and to elevate the marker above the level of the ruined tower. If these cut blocks originally came from the tumble of the nearby tower, they would suggest that the tower stood to a considerable height. The tower at Lychnari can be dated to the Classical-Hellenistic period on the basis of pottery embedded in the building's tumble (Fig. 18) The location of these towers in the local topography provides additional reason to conclude that they were principally used for protection and defense rather than domestic and agricultural enterprises. At the highest point in their landscapes, the Lychnari and Ano Vayia towers (Fig. 2) were not positioned to facilitate the economic exploitation of the local landscape. The towers are some distance removed from tillable land and cannot therefore be easily understood as part of intensive agricultural investment (e.g., viticulture) or the kind of intensive cultivation necessary to support rural industries such as mining -as scholars have posited for towers in other parts of the Greek world.44 Indeed, throughout the eastern Corinthia, the EKAS project demonstrated that Classical-Hellenistic rural habitation tends to be concentrated on the most agriculturally productive land (e.g., the plain of the Isthmus) rather than on more marginal lands (e.g., the lower slopes of Oneion).45 In this respect, it is interesting to note the lack of substantial Roman reuse of the sites of Lychnari and Ano Vayia, In this respect, we see two plausible purposes served by the structures at Lychnari Bay. The first is that the towers functioned within a broader system of Corinthian defense aimed at preventing systematic incursion Ober 1983 Ober , 1985 Ober , 1987a Ober , 1987b Cooper 1986 Cooper , 2000 Camp 1991; and Munn 1993. For Corinthian tribes and trittyes, see Corinthian chora, or continue north to Oneio the fortification of this coastline a crucial comp protect Corinthian territory, and turned these in a significant feature of Corinth's landscape.
